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SClI ENCE ADVI SORY BOARD
Executive Committee Meeting
Publ i c Conference Cal
U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency
401 M Street, SW Washi ngt on, DC Room M3709
March 8, 1999

Att endees

Dr. Joan Dai sey (Chair)
Dr. Henry Anderson

Dr. Richard Bull

Dr. Kenneth Cunm ns
Dr. Hilary Inyang

Dr. Morton Li ppmann
Dr. Genevi eve Matanosk
Dr. Joe Mauderly

Dr. Granger Morgan

Dr. W Randal |l Seeker

Dr. Ellen Silbergeld
Dr. Wlliam Smth

Dr. Mark Ut el
Dr. Terry Young

O hers
Dr. Costel Denson, Chair ORD Board of Scientific Counselors

Dr. Donal d Barnes, Designated Federal O ficer

Ot hers present in Room M3709 are listed on the sign-in sheet
(Attachnment A).

1. Agenda

The neeting was convened at 11:00 AM EDT and for consideration
of the report fromthe Research Strategies Advisory Commttee,
dealing with the Agency’s FY2000 scientific budget. Reports on the
"Data fromthe Testing of Human Subj ects" and the "I ndex of Watershed
| ndi cators” are still being devel oped by their respective conmttees.

I11. Review of RSAC s Report on the Science and Technol ogy Conponent
of the FY2000 Presidential Budget Request



Dr. Daisey, Lead Discussant, conplinmented the RSAC in
generating such a fine report in such a short period of tinme. She
suggested a nunber places that would be hel ped by clarifications.

Dr. Mauderly, Associate Di scussant, also endorsed the report
but noted that a nunber of pithy, eye-catching statenents in the
transmttal letter were not devel oped further with supporting detail
in the report per se. He also identified some places where the
bottom|ine should be stated nore directly; e.g., "Is the budget
adequate or not?"

In the ensuing discussion, many nenbers spoke, endorsing the
report and expressing the hope that the production schedule (three
days) woul d not becone the expected standard for SAB projects of the
future. Anpbng the points nmade were the foll ow ng:

A. The Agency's planning process should initially generate a
list of scientific priorities.

B. This prioritized list should be evaluated in the context of
an articul ated vision of science at EPA and in the federal
gover nment .

C. Funds should be allocated to itens in the |ist according to
priorities.

D. Relatively high priority areas that are not funded should be
identified and di scussed.

E. The Agency's position for various conponent (e.g.,
expl oratory grants) would be strengthened by citing past
exanples in which tinmely support had prepared the Agency
to address (or avoid) a difficult problem for exanple,
Agency forward-thinking research on harnful algal bloons
put the Agency in a good position to address the pfisteria
problem as it has enmerged over the past two years.

F. The Agency's |limted research budget makes it difficult to
mount a truly credible research program particularly one
t hat enconpasses so many areas.

G. The Agency needs to take steps to ensure the "doing nore
research" is not used as an excuse not to take needed
regul atory action.



H. The Agency should expand its efforts in inter-agency
col l aboration in order to leverage its limted resources.

| . The Agency should not nmake the m stake of sinply generating
and transmtting nore and nore information to the public,
wi t hout also making the effort to educate the public so
t hat they can understand and appropriately utilize the
i nformation.

ACTI ON: The Executive Conmmittee approved the "Review of the
Sci ence and Technol ogy Component of the FY2000
Presi denti al Budget Request for the US
Envi ronment al Protection Agency (EPA),” subject
to final edits. There is no need for further
review by the Executive Committee or by the

vettors.
Respectfully submtted, Concurr ed,
/sl /sl
Donald G Barnes, Ph.D. Joan M Daisey, Ph.D.
EC Desi gnated Federal Oficer SAB EC Chair



ATTACHMENTS

ATTACHVMENT A: Sign-in sheet for those in M3709
ATTACHMVENT B: Draft RSAC Report on the FY2000 Sci ence Budget



